In a brief but suggestive passage of La Cristiada, Jean Meyer presents a thumbnail portrait of the revolutionary anticlerical of the 1920s: an urban northerner, white-collar professional, supporter of the Sonoran regime, admirer of the United States, Protestant sympathizer (if not an actual Protestant), and quite likely a freemason.
policy distracted people from the parlous state of the economy and directed popular resentment up an anticlerical cul-de-sac. 6 Anticlericalism was a tactic as much as a belief: either way, the cristero or revolutionary rank-and-file succumbed to top-down manipulation as campesinos' genuine (often material) grievances were cynically exploited by Machiavellian elites. The Catholic hierarchy encouraged campesinos to puff on the "opium of the people"; the revolutionary state befuddled their wits with the marijuana of anticlericalism.
In this chapter, I reevaluate revolutionary anticlericalism, building on Meyer's foundations. I hope to credit it with the same diversity and autonomy as Catholicism: that is, to distinguish what is contrived and instrumental from what is "organic" and an-end-in-itself; thus, to differentiate between "ideology" and "interests," and/or between "culture" and "economics"/ "power."
7 In doing so, I will necessarily say something about the anticlericals' opponents-political Catholics 8 -since these collective antagonists were jointly responsible for ratcheting up the conflict from the 1910s through the 1930s and the story is necessarily dialectical. Yet, these foes also displayed a strange kinship: their views of the uncommitted masses for whose hearts and souls they struggled were oddly similar; their motivations revealed an uneasy combination of ideological conviction and self-interest; and they shared a concern for austere moral values that were at odds with Mexico's often rowdy and Rabelaisian popular culture.
Mexican Anticlericalism from Colony to Revolution
The diversity of anticlericalism is obvious. One useful way of looking at the phenomenon is diachronically, since a narrative over time suggests a distinct evolution as new-usually more radical-anticlericalisms are born and overlay older, more moderate forms. As Meyer rightly observes, and as recent research by Taylor confirms, 9 the origins of liberal and revolutionary anticlericalism are to be found in the colony, notably with the Bourbon reformers. The latter were not atheistic freethinkers; usually Catholics, they believed that the Church had a role to play as the ally of enlightened absolutism. But they subscribed to Enlightenment values and, in addition, to Gallican and even Jansenist notions of state supremacy. For them, the Church should be the secular power's dependent ally, not equal partner; and aspects of Catholicism that offended enlightened sensibility and, more importantly, royal Realpolitik should be combated: rowdy and drunken fiestas, retrograde monasticism, bloody penitential rituals.
10 Like their liberal and revolutionary successorsalso, in their own way, children of the Enlightenment-Bourbon reformers sought to clean and sober up the Mexican people and hence believed in bringing the Church to heel. Not surprisingly, Bourbon anticlericalism provoked resistance (for example, at Guanajuato in 1767), 11 a loss of political legitimacy, and internal Church divisions, which surfaced with the 1810 insurgency.
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Perhaps less significant-certainly less well-known-was a strain of popular anticlericalism that ran through the colony and whose links to
